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ABSTRACT 



: Factors affecting the process of Doctor of Psychology 

(Psy.Pc) candidates* selection of an internship site were _ _ _ 
investigated, along with perceived factors iff ecting selection by ah 
internship site« The way that such Psy.D« candidates compare in 
training and ability to the more traditional Doctor of Philosophy 
{Ph^p^) candidates in similar settings was also studied. Interns were 
fourth-ryear clinical Psy.D. candidates from a free-standing 
professional school. The study was conducted over 4 yearsi 
(1982-1985). A total of 67 questionnaire responses were obtained over 
the four-year period* The results indicate that the Psy^p. interns 
were more appropriately trained to the duties required of a clinical 
internship than most oftheir Ph. D^ peers the same site, the 
Psy^p^ candidates demonstrated c and therapeutic 

competence. Data are provided on: the number of internship sites 
within and outside the state of the prof essipnal school; the_ number 
of placements at nine internships settings; the average hours per _ 
week that interns spent in providing psychotherapy and seven other 
professional functions; ranking of _fa^^ may have influenced 

position offers; and rankings of pre-ihternship selection factors. 
(SW) 
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Abstract 

This research explores humereas ^reas involved In the process of 
Doctor of Psychology (Psy^.) candidates' selection of ah Inter nship 
site* perceived factors effecting select on by an Internship site, 
and hos such Individuals compare in training and ability to t: e more 
traditional Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.DJ candidates In similar 
settings. The subjects In this four year af82-1985) study were then 
currently placed, fourth-year clinical PsyJ). candidates from a frae- 
standlng professional school. Novel COlnpbhehts of this study Include 
the fact that data starts with the very first class of irterns from a 
then new school and cdhtthues oh to cover each successive year* Data 
were collected via questionnaire respchses. All surveys over this 
four year period were returned constituting an N = 67. Most 
statistical examlhatlohs are descriptive, except for the Inferential 

analysis of various Intern and site selection factors* The results 
Indicate that such Psy.D. Interns are more appropriately trained to 

the duties required of a cllnclal Internship than most of their Ph.D. 

peers at the same site, and clinical ability along with therapeutic 

competence appear to be hopeful hallmarks of such burgeoning 

professional psyehologlstsi 
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A Lbrigltudlrial Examination of 
Doctor of Psychology Interns: 
1982 - 1985 

The prbfesslbhal doctoratef typically the Doctor of Psychdlbgy 
^Psy.D.) degree* has now been active in psychblbgy for over two 
decades (cf. Peterson, 1985), although it is argaed that a profes- 
slbnal practice briehtatlon In a more traditional, university based 
Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) program has existed since the early 
195ds (G. F. berner, personal cbmmunlcatlbhi May lU 1982). Regard- 
less Of histbrlcal facts* the contemporary reality Is tnat debate, 
cbhfuslon* and emotion still make professional dbctbrates In psychbl- 
ogy a controversial Issue. 

Sbme bf the same queistlons asked decades ago continue today: 
"What Is the best way to train psychologists? ... What degree gives 
the best foundation for a career in psychblbgy?" (Turkington, 1986, 
p. 14). Initial dissatisfaction stemmed from what was Cbnsidered tb 
be the inadequacy of the now traditional scientist-prbfesslbnal 
model. This model was develbped from the 1948 training conference 
held in Bbulder, Gblbrado* and thus the term "Bbulder MorJel" was 
applied to make reference to graduate training having equal emphasis 
on research and practice. Later, the 1973 Vail training conference 
fostered a more prbfessional model of training and applicatibfl. 
Researchers (Soldenberg, 1973; Levitt, 1973; McCbuly, irsS; Phares* 
1979) have found that there is marked dissatisfaction with the 
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Boulder Model In areas of psychotherapy, cbhsultatlbh skills* and 
psychodlagnosls. Such studies were hot cbhdacted under the premise 
that one model of training was better or worse thah ahbther, hor did 
these studies Intend to take sides In the debate; Rather, their 
conclusions were based oh data collected from experiences at clihical 
psychblbgy ihterhshlp sites. Ad<i1t1onal 1 y, the directbrs bf such 
ihterhship sites noted marked doficiencles With Bbulder Model trained 
interns in pre-interhship psychbtherapy skills and psychodiagr ^stic 
prep a rati oh* 

The purpose of this present work is to empirically explore the 
experience of clinical ihterhs whb are Dbctor of Psychology cahdi- 
dates. This study is Ibhgitudinal in nature, in that it has been 
conducted each year from 1982 to 1985. Data cbllectlbn Is based on 
four years worth bf survey ihstrumeht data from Psy.D. candidates. 
These subjects were at the four to five month pbiht of their ihterh- 
ships. Novel components of this study ihclude the fact that the data 
starts with the first class bf ihterhs from a then new school ahd 
cOhtihUes bh to cbver each successive year. Secbhdly, data were 
collected from every interh tb result ih a tbtal H equal to the 
sample's populatibh. Thus, the data reflects not only a group bf 
Psy.D. cahdidate ihterhs* experiences but alsb what changed br main- 
taihed bver the course of four yearsi 

Many prior studies bf ihterhship processes have dealt solely 
with the opinibn bf the internship directors (Dana, Gilliam, 4 Daha* 
1976; Spitzform S HaffliltOh, 1976; Sturgls* Verategen, Randolph, S 
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Garvin, 1980), Sitfi little Input from the opinibh of the subject— the 
Intern rCole, Kolko, S Craddick, 1981; Khol, Mately* S Tomer, 1972). 
Cole (et al, 1981) parallels this situation as being similar "to 
conducting clinical research on psychotherapy atid assessing only the 
concerns of the therapist" (p. 570). Addltlbnal ly, no research, 
prior to this work, has Investigated the areas In which clinical 
Psy.D. Interns work, their functions, patient contacts, or other 
related areas In a consistent, longitudinal basis. 

Method 

Siiblects 

Subjects wera 67 graduate students who were of candidacy statias 
for the Doctor of Psychology degree. They were surveyed while at the 
Internship level. These interns were from a free-standing profes- 
sional school of psychology located In the mid-west. At the time of 
data collection It was regionally accredltea .ut without APA accredi- 
tation. This sample Is composed of all of the first four years worth 
of interns coming from the school. The subjects, where not con- 
sidered as a group, are broken down by year as follows: Group I 
U982-83 Interns) a = 9, 5 males and 4 females; Group II (1983-84 
Interns) fi = 15, 7 males and 8 females; Group III (1084-85 interns) a 
= 17, 7 males and 10 females; and Group IV (1985-86 Interns) n= 26, 
17 males and 9 females. Thus, for the four years, the total a of 67 
is made-up of 36 males and 31 females. 
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Design ana Procedure 

For the first year of this study (Stout* 1984h a questionnaire 
was constructed consisting of 25 open-ended, ranking, and check-off 
type questions dealing with the varied aspects of internship sites, 
the duties and invbl veraerits of the placed intern, anJ factors 
cbhsldired in the selection of a site. This questlbnhai re was 
reviewed and adapted by the third year tb alsb incorporate questions 
concerning factors cbhsidered influential In an Internship 
acceptance, break-downs of time and activity in involvements, and 
more detailed question*; on supervision experiehcesi Each year at the 
four month point of internship training, the questionnaire was mailed 
(with a stamped return envelbpe and descriptive cover letter) tb all 
of the fburth-year clinical Psy.D. candidate interns. This started 
with the very first grbup bf interns and cbntinued each year. This 
study examines the current data covering the first fbur years bf 
interns' experiences and attitudes abbut their experiences. All 
questionnaires were returned each year over this four year period, 
and all useable data are cbnsidered herein. 

Results 

Internship Site Gharaeteristics 

The clinical Psy.b. intern subjects had placements in varied 
settings, all were quite similar tb typical Ph.D. internship sites 
(e.g., psychiatric hospitals* community out-patient clinics, 
university counseling centers). The sixty-seven subjects found their 
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placements at fifty-three different sites. Well over half were In 
the same state as the Intern'c school. The remaining twenty-seven 
percent were out-of-state. Only eight (12X5 sUes held American 
Psychological Association (APA) accreditation. Breakdowns by each 
years group Is listed In Table 1. 



Insert Table 1 about here 

The types of settings for the internship sites Were moderately 
varied. The majority wife psychiatric hospitals (28l)f followed by 
community mental health centers (221), then medical centers and out- 
patient clinics (both at 15%), Less frequent sites were: 
prisons/corrections and residential treatment centers (both at 6%), 
college Counsel Ihg centers and only one Intern was at a general 

hospital site and one was Involved with a rehabilitation firm. Table 
2 notes the numbers of each group at each site. 



Insert Table 2 about here 

In consideration of any emphasis or speciality area of the 
internship site* there was quite a varied range, Ihclwdlng: medical 
psychology, forensic work, child psychology* private practice model, 
substance abuse, and rehabilitation. The orientation of a site was 
even more broad and varied to Incofpdfate: psychoanalytic, cogni- 
tive/behavioral, eclectic, strategic, experiential, behavioral medl- 
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cine, humanistic/existential, family systems, blopsychosbclal * and 
Integrative. While not all Internships provided rotation of experi- 
ences, those that did were In the areas of: Intensive rehabilita- 
tion, geriatrics, adults, adolescents, neuropsychological assessment, 
crisis Intervention, emergency-room worR, sexual dysfunctloning, 
police consultation, and adult sexual offenders. Again a wide varia- 
tion was found in terms of patient contacts. Most (95X) had contacts 
with adults* followed by adolescents, children, and geriatric popula- 
tions. Most of these patients were from urben and suburban locals 
and of low and middle Incomes. 

the most time spent per week In any one area was for providing 
psychotherapy (M = 11.95 hours, S.D. = + 5.37), followed by psycho- 
logical testing and assessment (M = 4.67 hours, S.D. = + 3.593* and 
group psychotherapy (M = 3.15 hours, S.D. = ± 2.13). (This finding 
somewhat parallels the results of eble et al. (1981) In their work 
with Ph.b. interris.) Specific involvements along with average hour 
per week rankings are provided in Table 3. 



Insert Table 3 about here 
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In terms of clinical supervisibh, the majority were Involved in 
individual supervision via case presentation, followed by Mer group 
review, audio taped session review, and finally, video taped session 
review. In all cases, supervision was provided by registered, Ph.D. 
level psychologists. Adjunctive supervision was provided by 



B 



Examlriatlbh of Psy;D; interns 

9 

registered arid non-registered Ph.D., Psy.D., Ed.D., and M.A. level 
psychologists; psychiatrists; Certified Addictions Counselors; 
M.S.W.S; and, in one case* a Registered Nurse, the amount of direct 
supervision provided to the subjects averaged approximately four 
hoars per week with a range from one and one-half to ten hours. 

Those Psy.D. interns receiving a stipend for their Internships 
averaged almost $11,000. About one-half of the sarnple had funded 
positions or some type of benefit provided (e.g., meals, parking. 
Insurance, continuing education). 

The subjects were asked to compare their own clinical abilities 
and training to their intern peers. Of this possibly self-biased 
report, it was their consensus that they had superior clinical train- 
ing and abilities In the duties performed at their site. Some made 
specific points of: having more experience* having greater exposure 
to different sites, possessing better assessment skills, arid Ravlrig 
more active and complete medical knowledge (than their Ph.D. intern 
peers). 

In questioning s comparison of research training, subjects rioted 
that it was difficult to assess, because beydrid their bwn disserta- 
tions, research was irrelevant to the internship site. Yet, the Vast 
majority felt that they held equal or superior research trairilrig in 
cbiiiparisbri to their Ph.D. peers. 

Internship Application 

Iri all four years surveyed, all applicants obtairiid placements. 
Sixty-two percent gained their first choice. Thi mean average number 
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of sites applied to was just over eight (8i38h with a range of one 
to forty-five. Groups III and IV were asked to rank the factors 
which they felt Influenced their acceptance to a site. The generally 
felt trend Is that the personal Interview was most Importantf 
followed by their clinical experience, their vita, letters 
of recommendation, and their personal reputatlbh, A two-way analysis 
of variance for correlated groups was used and the resultant calcula- 
tions Indicated a significant statistical difference, £ (9,269) = 
13.52* SL< .01. All factors are rank rrdered and listed In decreas- 
ing Importance In Table 4. 



Insert Table 4 about here 

Factors Influencing Pre-Ihterh Application 

The Psy.D. Interns were asked to rank thirteen factors as to 

their relative Influence or importance In their selection of an 

Internship site. The factors were adapted from those listed In 
Burnstein, Schoenfeld^ tbucks, Stedman, and Cdstellb's (1981J 

research. Similarly, mean ranks w^re computed for the rankings 
provided by the subjects bri eac"^ factor. Again^ a two-way analysis 
of variance for correlated groups was employed. Statistical 
significance was also obtained with this data, E (12*552) = 81.90 , p. 
< .01. The factors of most importance to the respondents were, first 
of all, type of facll Ity, diversity of the program, location of the 
site# amount of supervision provided, and the reputation of the 
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facility, the entire list of factors are rank ordered and listed In 
decreasing Importance In Table 5. 



!risert table S about here 



D-fscusslori 

Psy.D. Intern subjects were found to be predominantly at 
psychiatric hospitals and community mental health centers, engaging 
primarily in individual psychotherapy and diagnostic testing hot 
unlike their Pfi.B. Intern peers. It is, however, noteworthy that 
these same subjects cited the Interview, clinical experience and vita 
as salient influencing features In being selected to sites they 
ranked highest according to type of facility, diversity arid locatlori. 
it seems logical and fitting that cliriical experience arid skills are 
considered valuable by both Psy.D. Interviewers and interviewees in 
meetirig the resporislbll Ities of a diverse facilityi 

Interestingly, Cole, et al {1981) fourid that of the 60 Ph.D.'s 
surveyed, the factor these Interns listed as the major contributor to 
iriterriship acceptance was a good recomirieridatlbri from a faculty member 
and that "practicum and work experterice and publications were consid- 
ered of minor significance" (p, 573). Traditionally, to rely ori this 
"whb-yoo-kriowH type of networking has beeri considered the norm even 
in lieu of the candiclates applicable experience. Training and expe- 
rience, however, apoear to be paramount to cliriical work. Theie 
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Psy.b. subjects have such experience* but lack the long standing 
reputation of a first r?nk university (cf. Peterson, 1985), or polit- 
ical backing and the familiar letters of Ph.D. 

Burstein, et al (1981) In surveying 29 Ph.D. candidates found 
geographical location of Internship site of the greatest 1Sp5rtance 
to these students, followed by diversity of program and theoretical 
orientation. Psy.D. subjects Fanked type of facility and diversity 
higher than location. This suggests a prioritizing more commensurate 
with a desire to attain solid training. Theoretical orientation 
ranked eighth by Psy.D. Interns attesting to possibly a more eclectic 
or synthetic approach to therapy. 

in addition, the overwhelming consensus of Psy.D.'s opinions of 
superior clinical training* assessment skills and medical knowledge 
suggests satisfaction with a doctoral training philosophy that pre- 
pares the student most comprehensively for practice In the field of 
clinical psychology. Both Ph.D.s and Psy.D.s offer qualities to the 
field* but* considering the demands Of an internship* the Psy.D. 
intern seems to have been better prepared than the Ph.D. Intern peer. 
The implication of this finding should have bearing oh hot only the 
choice of and by internship sites, but on the training models em- 
ployed by universities. 

The findings of this longitudinal study suggest that clinical 
Psy.D. candidates (at least from this sample) do not experience any 
more difficulty in obtaining an internship l:han traditional clinical 
Ph.Di interns. Additionally, it appears Psy.D. interns' experiences 
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are quite similar to those of P\mB. Interns' whIU at their 
Internship sites, the Psy.D. subjects canvassed herein also seem to 
be very satisfied with their level of training, experience, and 
skills when put to the test of a clinical, predoctoral Internship. 
And for reasons of elitism, cognitive dissonance, bias, or reality, 
these subjects consider themselves to hold skills at a level at least 
on par with, and often superior to, their Ph.D. Intern colleagues. 

It IS hoped that research such as this ulll aid In decreasing 
the amount of non-data based opinions and bias that seems to almost 
dominate this area of Writing. Additionally, general Izabll Ity of 
these findings are somewhat limited. That Is, this school Is a free- 
standing, not-for-profit Institution. It Is currently regionally 
accredited and making a vigorous application for APA accreditation. 
It would be quite beneficial In the study of training model compari- 
sons for other traditional Ph.D. programs, APA approved Psy.D. pro- 
grams, pract loner-model Ph.D. programs, and others, to examine their 
Interns' experiences In order to compare across various training 
philosophies. 
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Table i 

Tnternshlf 



Total Number of Interns 



Grbiip 
I !i ill 



iV Total 



15 17 26 



67 



Internship Sites 


9 


13 


ii 


20 


53 


internship Sites In State 


7 


6 


8 


14 


35 


Internship Sites Out-of-State 


2 


7 


3 


6 


18 


fiPA Approved Sites 


i 


i 


5 


i 


8 
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Table 2 

types of internship Settings 

(By Group Frequency and Percentage) 

Group Total 





I 


li 


iii 


IV 


a V O 1 LCd 


9 

A> 


Psychiatric Hospital 


4 


5 


5 


5 


19 


28 


eommanlty Mental Health Center 


0 


3 


3 


9 


is 


22 


Medical Center 


z 


1 


z 


5 


io 


15 


Out-Pat1ent Clinic 


2 


2 


1 


5 


10 


15 


Pr 1 son/Cor recti ons 


6 


1 


1 


2 


4 


6 


Residential Treatment 




2 


2 


0 


4 


6 


College Counseling Center 


b 


0 


3 


0 


3 


4 


Rehabilitation Firm 


i 


0 


0 


0 


i 


2 


General Hospital 


0 


1 


0 


0 


i 


2 


Total Interns 


9 


15 


17 


26 


67 


100 
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Table 3 

Rahklhgs of Psy-D. int e rn* InvoTvem ents 
(At the Point of Data Collection) 
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: _ Average_Hburs 

ACtlYfty Per Week n 

Individual Psychotherapy 11.95 42 

Testing and Assessment 4.57 39 

Group Psychotherapy 3,15 34 

Family Psychotherapy 2.85 36 

Research 2.80 19 

Program bevelopmeht 2.45 19 

Workshops! Seminars^ Education 2.20 3i 

Marital /Couple Therapy 2.05 26 

Consultation i,90 29 

Case Conferences 1.70 29 



* Note: Groups lllp IV 
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Table 4 

Rankings Qf=Presijm»ri Farth j -j 
Influehrlhq Pnsltlon Hffpr<^ » 



Personal Interview 2.81 

eilnlcal Experience 3^3g 

Overall Vita 3 7g 

Letters of Recommendation 4,81 

Personal Reputation 5^74 

G.P.A. 5 gj 

Work Sample g^gy 

Who You Know 6 11 

Graduate School Reputation 7,33 

Publications g^gg 



» h = 27 
(Groups III, IV) 



ERIC 



18 



Examination of Psy.D. Interns 

18 



Table 5 



=^SY,Di Pre-Intorhshlb Selection Factors^ 

^acifij: AveragQ Rank 

type of Facility 3^98 

Diversity of Program 4-2i 

Geographic Location 5^00 

Amount of Supervision q/h 

Reputation of the Facility 6,62 

Training Facility 5^87 

Interview 7^45 

Theoretical Orientation 7,49 

Stipend 7^55 

Work Load 8.62 

Specificity of Program g-57 

Time for Research 10.04 

Only Offer 10.89 

n = 4> 
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